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A study vas conducted to deternmine whéther graduate
teaching assistants in speech communication were aware of tae
affective cotiponents.  of their' classroom behavior and of tne student
responses to them, and whether the instructors' awareness of the
.affective dimensions™of instruction related to the studeat evaluative
responses. Subjects were 640.students enrolled in 30 sections of a
"basic communication course taught by 18 instructors. Duriag the last
veek of a semester, the stydents were administered the Index of
Teachers' AffeCtive Comaunication -(ITAC), along with the )b jective
teacher evaluation instrument traditionally used by the uhiversity.

. In separate circumstances, the teaching assistant in each course .

' s&ttion was asked to examine the ITAC and predict what the, mean .
student response would. be for each of the items on the measure. The -~
results suggésted that the teaching assistants had poor sens1t1v1ty
as to how they were perceived by their students. While most:
instructors scored well on the ITAC according to their students, many

- were unable to predict tkeir scores. Tha  reséults support the .
.generalized use of gthe ITAC as an effectiye’ evaluatlon instrunment of
sclassroon communication. (PL) i
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THE EVALUATION AND PREDICTION OF AFFECTIVE RESPONSE
TO GRADUATE TEACHING ASSISTANTS! CLASSROOM
COMMUNECATION .
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"uations of teaching perfermance and emphasize supposedly
They tend to stress readily observable

" true cSmponent of instructional effectiveness.

" this problem.
two preliminary questions: (1) are instructors (in this case GTA's)

One of the ironies of communication education is that while many
departments depend upon the basic course as the "bread and butter"
base of-departmental credit hour output; they often consign instruc-
tion to a staff representing the lowest levels of training and exper-
ience -- the Graduate Teaching Assistants. While:the academic and
practical probléms that produce this situation vary, eventually con-
cerns are admitted about the gpalltx of instruction delivered in such
programs, particularly if the programs are wery large. These concé¥ns
then give rise to a variety of evaluation and training techniques
which attempc to assess and then improve the teaching performance of
the GTA' s ) . . ,‘

3
.

. - Many current assessment’ techniques rely largely on student eval-
"objective"

aspects of ‘teacher performance.
dimensions such as apparent organization of information, demonstration

r

of knowledge of macerial,'and specificity of student task descriptions.

Most such instruments clearly attempt to avoid areas having to do with
the personal liking or disliking of instructor and student.

Critics denigrate student evaluations of teaching as popularity
contebts, but we may at this point &ffer the opposite side of the coin
and ask whether- ' 'popularity" or liking might not be a signlficant and
Substantial research
supports the notion that positive classroom affective climates are re-
lated to increased learning, and an evaluation system that ighores the
affective components of classroom transactions may be at least as mis-
leading as one which attends only to personal liking. - Further, a lack
of the instructors' or GTAs'. awareness otetheir affective roles in the
classroom may result in negati}r affectiwe conditions whicq inhibi;
student performance. . -

.The study reported here provides an initial step-in dealing with
~ While investigative in nature, this project considers

aware of the affective components-of their classroom behavior and
student responses to them; and (2) is the instructar's awareness of
the affective dimensions of instruction related c0 the student eval-

. uative responses the instructor receives?
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AF}Ecﬂszg COMMUNICATION AND STUDENT EVALUATIONS X
. . .
A popular pr1nc1ple about communication behaviar is thaﬁv“it s .
not what you say but how you say it." Many of us can remember times
when 2 change in the manner of communicating would-have yielded diff- .
erent consequences. The phrasing of a statement, the nonverbal attri-
butes of a message -- these and other factors may affect the accept-
ability or general responsiverress to a message. The classroom setting
is no different. The ability of a teacher to determine and control \\ v
affective communication within the classroom may be essential to good

pedagogical practices. ) el - { ‘\»\;

Ig,l964 Krathwohl, Bloom & Masia published their Taxonomy of - A
Educatlonal Objectives: Handbook II, the Affective Domain, setting “i

forth a discussion of the affective aspects of instructional goals.
Recognizing a concern for affective learning, Krathwohl et al.
categorized components of ®he affective domain and their t. taxonomy

_provides. teachers ‘with the framework necéssary to establish educational t

objectives which concern the "liking' or attitudes of students towards
various concepts, principlles or skills. Clearly the affective objects
might also 1nclude the teacher, or othér students.

Recent work by Hurst (1980) has further emphasized the signifi- -

cant role which the affective enVironment plays in the learning pro- .
cess. Hurst suggests that affective learﬁing may constitute the first
level of a hierarchy. That is, students' affective orientations "acted

as a stimulus for certain cognitive achievements” (p. 301). A student's
"willdngness to receive instruction precedes cognitive accomplishements
and can act as a gate-keeper to other learning. Therefore, teachers
must consider both cognitiye and affective perspectives for any given
educational goal. Hurst's work is consistent with the earlier work of
Andrews (1978) who found that the cognitive and affective skills of a
teacher seem to "mesh" together whenever confronting the problems of
teaching. :

- .
The affective as well as the cognitive qualities of a teacher eSe

apparerit to most students (Marques, Lane’ and Dorfman, 1979; Bousfield,

19403g4and should be considered carefully (Ayers, Rohr and Bilbrey,’ 1980)

. The Mfective communjcation skills a teacher demonstrates-may impact on s »

se al aspects of, eacher—stuaent relations. For ekample, teachers

who demonstrate positive affective communication skills, such as dynamitc
and sociable behavigg, may be seen as more qompetent than those-who do
not (Samuels and GrAfore, 1980; Sherman and Blackburn,-1975). Even
teachers with @ weakness in the subject matter have been judged favor- -
ably by students because of the teachgr s sudcessful affective commun= .
ication skills (Naftulin, Zéfe and Donnelly, 1973). Further, Gage ~

(1963) found that student &atings of teaching effectiveness depend

as much on the personality of the teacher as on educational content. -
. ~
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' The affective qualities manifest in a teacher's commupication \ -

student-learning (Crawford, Brophy, Evertson and Coulter, 1977). In
classrooms where teachers communicated in such a way that students
felt they had control over their own behavior, Fiedler (1975) found P
that student achieVement levels were greater than in the alternative
conditions. Hurt, Scott and McCroskey (1978, p. 173) contend that
students who perceive that their teacher likes“them, develop more .
. . positive self-concepts than student$ who hold opposite perceptions,
and further argue that a supportive climate in the, classroom:promotes
fuller development of a student's Self—esteem an ersonal growth. '
Presumably, tﬂeipedagogical implication is that positive self-concepts
promote bettér learning
\\ ‘ - .
- .+ However important the affective aspects of a teacher's communica--~
tion -behavior may be, no progress towards the development of training .
or improvement in the area may be made unless we feel some confidence
that.afféective beha can be measured, or that teachers can accurately .
,assess their own affective 1cation patter?s. Those concerfs-will .
“be the focus of the next section of er. '

. 1 behavizrﬁzlso have been found to produce significant effects on

4

MEASURING AND PREDICTING AEFECTIVE COMMUNICATION RESPONS%S :

[

Some: recent approaches to the development of 1nstruments to méasure
L2 ; ) student valuing of their instructors seem to indicate movement towArd an
assessment of teachers' affective’ communication. McLaughlin, Erick3on
and Ellison (1979) indicated that ''student evaluation measures... .re-
" flect a growing recognitionjbf the affective components of the teacher's
. class%oom communication: virtually every factor analytic study of the
dimensions of instructional effectiveness published in the last five
. years has uncovered an- affective factdr or set of subscales (p. 14)."
Washington (1979) reported that specific affective variables such as
interpérsonal relations with students, classroom atmosphere,‘praise and
criticism and teacher-pupil fit, were'related tqlstudent ratings of '
»  teacher effectiveness. '

In an attempt to assess the affective behaviors,of teachers within
the classroom setting,’ McLaughlin et al developed a faourteen item in-
N strument , the Index of Teachers' Affective *Communication (ITAC), & short- .
' ened version of an earlier affective commainication instrument. From an .
o initial pool of 540 items, the dnvestigators produced a fifty item scale
and then a short-form ITAC of fourteen items. The fourteen items repre-
' sent -twelve independent components of,afiective teacher behavior: (1) -
. nonspecific criticism; (2) rejection of ‘student ,thinking; (3) rejection
\ - .of student feeling- Epression, (4) rejection of student-initiated goal-
N setting and/or procedures; (5) rejection of student behavior; (6) justi-
fication of self dnd/or authority; (7) non-specific praise; (8) accept-’

. e ange of student thinking, (9) acceptance of students' expression of feel-
' . ) Y . < ‘ *
' . .
4 VAT |
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‘criticism statements on the~jmidon and Flanders classroom communica-

.in which to evaluate themselves and to be evaluated by their students
- at midsemester; analysis ¢f the self-evaluation revealed only a modest

.
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ings; (10) acceptance of student-initiated goal-setting and/or pro-m 0,

. cedures; (11) acceptance of student behavi/r, (12) acceptance of

student evaluation of self and/or authorlty In McLaughlin's et al.

studies, ‘reliability coefficients for the ITAC were found to be .95 ;

and +94 in_two studies, and validity support was indicated by. the .
ITAC's high gorrelation (. 80) witrh mean ratings on the Doyle Student - .
"Evaluation)of Instruction measure. High ITAC scores also correlated
well withObservations of nondirective talk, and*ratio ¢f praise and

tion observation instrument. (See Appendlx A for a copy of the . ITAC

short fym.) . ) )

* The ability of instrugtors to self-evaluate their teaching abili- Ja—
ties has also received attention in recent research.’ Biackburn and
#ark (1975) examined the correlatien between teachSr self-evalGati
and student evaluatioa results and found only a .19 correlation be-

tween the two. Ceatra (1973) asked faculty to select a single course

correlation of .21 for seventeen evaluative items with student responses.

Braskamp, Caulley and Costin (1979) found that self- evaluatzon indicated\
a "lack of favorableness of self-over student ratings.". However, Doyle

and Webber (2978) and Doyle and Crichton (1978) found good correlatiomrs s

"between students' ratings and ,teachers' self-evaluation and noted that

thosg instructors who describe themselves as better teachers also re-

pdrt success in getting students interested in the ,materi%l and say .
that they themselves enjoy'teaching and like the course material.

While we find some dispute among the various findings, the preponde- "
rance of data support the notion that teachers may not ‘be particularly
accurate in predicting how they may be evaluated by their students.

»
¢

Two areas of previous research, then, lehd us to the question we
will consider here. Given that, some doubt exists that teachers may be
at all accurate in their intuitive assessments of how students view
them, can some relationship be determined between an individual Ve ’
teacher's sensitivity ‘te‘student responses and the nature of the - . NN
actual evaluations students make of teacher affective communication
behavior? More specifically, we can address two discrete questions:
(1) are instructors (in .this case GTA's) awate of the affective compo- . X
nents of thelr classroom behaviors and students responses to them, v ;
and (2) is the level of instructor awareness ‘related to the students'

actual evaluative responses to t teacherq - \ -
. . ,_’-/ . ‘ol

A third Yuestion of a subordynate level addresses additional test- :
ing of the ITAL instrument itself. (3) Will ITAC items .demonstrate re- :

liabillty and unidimensionality in this examinﬁtion of student responses

.'ta GTA's teaching behavior? ) . - . e

.
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* Subjects involved in the study included students and graduate
teaching assistants in a basic communication course at -a moderate-
sized compréhensive university. Six hundred and forty students re-
sponded by assessing the classroom communication ‘behaviors of

eighteen GTA's teaching thirty.course sections. Students partici-

N pating in-the evaluations represented a wide ‘rangé of acadeﬁiﬁ majors
~ost were ift their first or-second year of college study. Graduate
teaching assistants includeéd both those working towards masters and
doctoral degrees and represented a range of O - three years of college

A teaching experience. -
A} r \

In the last week of a seme'ster, the ITAC was administered to the
~ students along with the objective teacher evaluation instrument em-

éployed at that university. Both evaluation instruments were admini-
% stered and collected by an individual other Tham the actual instructor
of* each.course section. Subjects were assured that the results of the
measurements, would remain unknown to their instructors unti] after the
final grades were tyrned in. Additionally, no student identlfying ¢
information was placed on either evaluation form.

.
’ *

In sépargte circumstances the GTA in each couyrse sectioﬁ'&as asked
examine the ITAC and "predict' what the mean student response would '
' (ﬁg for each of ‘the fourteen items. An identifying code was assigned to
these responses by an independent coder in order to maintain the
anonymity of the GTA's. -

A4 ’

MEASUREMENT COMPARISONS AND RESULTS

v . In order to answer the first question, actual student responses on
a measure of teacher affective commupication (ITAC) were compared to in-
structor predictions of their students' responses. First a grand corre-
lation of all students' responses to all instructor predictions was
computed (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner & Bent, 1975). Next means
were computed for students' responses on each of the fourteen ITAC
items, for: each of the 30 segtions. These were then correlated with
the instructors' predictions of students' responses for each item

(See Table 1).

J In* the first cases, the grand correlation reached r = .3909 (p. (’0001)
N and suggests that overall these GTA's were not good predictors of students’
. responses to_their classroom affective communication. In the second com-
pariSon,*thirxy—seven percent (11) of the instructors produced predictions
that correlated at?) .50 with theif students' responses (see Table 2).
In fact, one half of all section predictions correlated below'.35. Gen~-
erally, GYA's do not demonstrate the accuracy of prediction of student
responses one might expect were they aware of their classroom affective
behavi&rs and students -respoiises to them.




’

Y

-~

“~good affective communi

6 ‘ ’ .-
-
° »

The second research question concerning the relationship be-
tween instrdctor-prediction accuracy and student perception of in-
structog S affeccive comhunlcatlon behavior was answered - by first of
all determining "good" ipstructor predictors of student responses -

. (those whose predictions of student responses correlated with actual
responses- at a level :higher than the median correlation of(all in-
structors of .3554), and "high" student evaluations.of- instructors
(those scores for each ITAC item below the median score of 1.971 on
. the rating scale. The ITAC scale ranges from 1-7 with 1 as the mobt
positive response). The stident respofses were cested for unidimen-
51ona11ty by factor analytlc procedures and found satisfactory so the
fourteen item scores ‘were 'summed and the mean scores for all students
within each section were cdmputed. Comparisons of the instructor/

‘predictor data and student evaluation data revealed that of the fifteen
"good" predictor instructors, only forty percent were rated above' the
median by their stﬁdents. Converselyy sixty percent of the good pre-
dictors were rated below the median. ©Of the fifteen instructors who °
were ''poor" predictors of student responses, sixty percent-were -rated

.above the median on ITAC scores and forty percent rated%pelow the
median. Generally, the better predictors of student responses were
evaluated lower on ‘the ITAC scale than their poor predictor coqnter—
parts; those instructors less effective’in predicting their students'
perceptions of their affective communication behavior scored higher on.
the ITAC gcale than those who predict well. These results are quite
sﬁrpr151ng and contrary to common sense expectation.

IS > e .

We should poift out that when we refer to those instructors .per-
ceilv as poﬁr by student,responses, we are referring 'to those with

"ITAC scores above the median on the ITAC 1 - 7 rating scale. (On the
ITAC .scores, one represents the most positive evaldation, a seven is

.the most negat response. (COnsequently, inspructors evaluated below
the 1.971 median 2xe more favored by their studénts than those scoring
above the median.) Mgtually, most GTA's performed-rather well on the
ITAC. All bit two insgtruétor-sections were scored below 3.0 indicating

tion behavior within the classroom. Further, it

was interesting to us td determine how many instructors rated themselves
better or worse than th student.méan responses for fhat section. Fifty-
seven, percent (17) of tHe\instructors rated their own affective behavior
worse than their students did, and forty-three percent (13) rated them-
selves more pésitively than did their students (see Table 3). Apparently

a majoricy of -GTA's are pessimistic in their predictions of. student

percepcions of -their classroom affective commu?icagion behavior.

e T

\./ .
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Regarding the third research question concerniné the reliabilft?
. and unidimensionality ef the ITAC instrument, a principle components
-solution followed by. varimax rotation was performed on -the student
responses on the ITAC (see Nie, et al.). 'Only one factdr was extracted .
;7 * with, an Eigenvalue)>unity, it accounted for fifty-six percent of the \. ’
' total variance. Item loadings ranged from .53 to .79 (see Table 4).
o The extraction of only ome factor supports previous research and the 1
determined unidimensionality of the scale application replicates the
L McLaughlln et al, studies. THe reliablllty was sufficiently estab-
lished with an alpha level of .93. ‘

v - * .
.

X " DISCUSSION . . ' :
The data collected in this study allow some interesting inferences. .-

One issue addressed by this study concerns the predictive ®bilities pof
GTA's concerning their students' responses on the -ITAC scale. The re-
sults were consistent with some of the previous research which suggested
that instructors apparently have poor sensitivity as to how they are
perceived by their own students -- at least regardlng teacher affective
communication. While most GTA's scored very well/ on the ITAC instrument
.according to their students, many were unable to predict it (stuldent
response/instructor prediction r = .36). One reason for this result o
‘might be a response bias on the part of the GTA's. A general modesty, ‘
> value (false real) many inhibit more.optimistic responses by thé °
. instructors, particularly if they think their responses will be examined
by others.. Even though the study design included procedures .for giarding
the anontymity of Instructor: ‘responses, more optimistic. assessments may
have been inhibited. _The result'of this would be a depressed level of
-self-assessed means, and consequent low correlations with student actual
assessments. Seventeen 0f the thirty GTA self assessments 'were more _ -
_ negdtive, than the students' evaluations of their instructors. Additional
] error may be due to the "imprecision' of tﬁélcTA]s responses. The in-~ -
0 structors predicted the mean of the class evgluation and indicated it by.
\,j marking the number closest to the predicted mean on a scale of 1 - 7. . .
Of course the actual &omputed means were four digit numbers and attempts
) to correlate them with whole numbers may have suppressed the strength .
) of the relationship. However, this is unlikely to hdve had a drastic -
. effect on the results as reported - .
In addition to the grand eorrelation between student responses and § -
instructor prediction, an analygis of each section.was conducted and .
similgr results were produced.J?Fewer than half of the participating- .
- GTA's were able to predict with reasonable aceuracy (r = .50) ‘how they
were affectively perceived by their students. In fact, many GTA s pre-
. dicted rather poorly. The implications of ‘this obsenG‘b@on are iﬂterest—
. ing. How can young, inexperienced GTA's improve their ‘classroom per-
’ formance if they have mp accurate perception of how their ‘stud&nts
perceive them? Evidently, many of our instructors do not or cannot

A \
L] . '
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in the course of lassr om interactions -- or students mask and with-
hold feedback fot ny ‘variety of reasons, Theequestion, of whether

such perception/pripdictions are impgovable needs to be answered before
approaches may be* akenAto devedop training programs which attempt to

accurately read t%e verpal and gonTVeiba} feedbaek provided by.§tudents.

We were also nterested in determininé whether the "good”\predictor
GTA's were also‘th se 1nd1v1dua1s?w1th the best ITAC-scores. The re-
sults gained sugge t otherwise.’ The better predicting GTA S were those
with %oorer ITAC, scores. In fact, some & the best predictions werg by
GTA's with notabhy 1ow rating affective scores. Several reasons not
investigated in hls study may actount for this condition. For example,
GTA's who rate aft the treme ‘ends of a high/tow affective scale may
receive-less mixéd or ambiguous feedback from their students than those
whose ITAC ratings aré:-less extreme. However, if this were true, one
would expect thaa very pos1t1vely rated instructors would be as good
predfctors as very negatively rated in uctors,-the data did not support
this supposition,§ tho\ugh again high p%ction scores might have beén in-
hf%ited because of the modesty véluing the 1nstructor . Also,lstudents
may provide less amb guous responses to those instructors whom they see
as cold, uncaringior junresponsive (negative affective communication)

In short, students -may try harder to affect the behavior of someone
whom .they consideﬁ an{insens1tive instructor. But if, as the rgsults
suggest, low affectiv instryctors are more accurate,in their predictions
of the. responses of their -students, oneycan only wo?ﬁér why they don't
modify their behavior |accordingly. If they are unclear as to how they
can change their appr‘aches, then that clearly becomes a,major objective
"g or 1mprovement program.

i

Concerning the re&1abi11ty of the ITAC as an instrument for assessing
a teacher's affective‘iommunication behavior, this study's results support

the generalized use' of;the ITAC as an effective ewvaluation instrument of

of only one factor supports the presumption of un1dimens1onality of the
instrument and the products of a reliable alpha coefficierft™in a homo-
genous grohp (GTA' s) coﬂnc1des with the re$ults obtained in previous
studies. With this conﬁirmation, 1nstructors may confidently assume
that summing the scoresqreported by ‘students on the ITAC wil provide a
meaningful asséssment og their affective classroom communication.’

{ .
classroom communicatioéuby graduate,teachlng agsistants. The emergence

Contrary to6 the very, general assessments provided by many other approaches,

the ITAC can identify’ aw locate very specific behavioral -aréas in the
teacher's performance tth are effective, or that merit improvement

. L2

This study was an . i vestigation involving affective components of
a GTA's communicative b avior°in the classroom. Several {nteresting
results emerged, but the'study is not without some admittedﬂweaknesses.
: s . - . . . X
-~ . % ‘\| . ' . \ ) -
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First, the sample size of GTA's was sma];Jji While thirty’instructor-
sections were observed, “actually only eighteen different GTA's were’
involved, since some taught more than oge of the ‘observed sections.
This small pop lation may pro#ide biased data and future research
should repllc te the basic study design with more instructors in a
wider variety of circumstances. Both the study validTty*and the ’ .
generalizability of its results would’be enhanced by such: an expan<
Second, since régulat faculty were not;included in .thé-study,
‘the predictlonafnaccurac1es discdvered may be a function of the
- limited experiential background of the ‘GTA's. Wore extensive ex-
perience may increase both sensitlvity to student feedbadk and
accuracy in evaluating that feedback. Additionally, other releVant
independent variables such as: agee position, and types of classes
could be considered as they affect affective communicétion skills
of ingtructors.- A comparison of the faculty ITAC scores with GTA
scorﬁé might suggest other relevant variables associated with affective
§imilarly, a correlation between the usual yobJectlve”
teacher eValuation scores and.ITAC responses would: be interesting.
,If"a dtrong positive correlation appeared between the two measures,

we might less feaf the

12}

%5

J

opularity contest' tHreat many now resent K

in teacher evaluation techniques.

Clearlys; "liking" as a result of

positive affective dommunlcatlon behav1or would be a sought-after °
goal of most effective teachers.
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' Fourteen Items on ITAC
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Corrélation,Coefficients’ of Predicted Scores and Student X-for Sections
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Section . ) . e R r . ) ’St:udent:' X- o i
Tl .0813 . 1.765
2 A 1761 : 1.865
. 3 .2817 : - 2,03
4 - ;5461 - 2.353 -
5. L6425 © 1.663
6 6466 ' 1.971-———-- median
o 7 .3943 ' 1,714
N 8 - 6934 : 1.646
. .9 / o suss Co 1.3?7
= 10 . 4795 - 2.026
11 ' ‘ 2474 * " 2.019
) 12 . ‘ L7087 o 2.877 )
13 s k _ 1664 | ’ 1.79%
14 . oo .1778 ) 1.745 , . E
15 - , > .3029 2.199
* % 5971 ' ‘ 2.763
) . ‘ k '
-, 17 ' 3113 ) L T2 |
‘ .. 18 ~" ' : 3554 ——-~—-median . 2.821
19 | D7 e . 1714
. L2000 .0202 L 1.693
' 21 - - .0684 ‘ «1.987
4 22 ‘ * ’ . L1412 _ R 1.527
» .23, L ez T " 2.479
o2 6427 .. 2.160 .
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‘Fourteen Item Short Form

-y .

" Facter Loadihg

¥

.

A

., 4

13." Teacher behavior: Encourages student to acgept teacher s

1, Teacher behavibr: Prescribes certain actions.

Example: "That:?s not allowed here." .33
A

2. Teacher behavior: Discourages pupil expreselOn .
of feeling. Example: "Don't bring your personal
experiences into the discussion.” 1 565

3. Teacher behavior: Student behavior is condemned. R ot
Example: - "That is absolutely awful." .79 °

- : 7

4, Teacher behavior: Rejects student planning.
Example: "T don't want to do that this term." .78

5. Teacher behavior: Critictzes pupil ideag. . Example:
"I find several flays in your reaﬂbning." ' , .74 )

’ ~ ‘ )-

6. Teacher behavior: Answers "no" to a ditect réquest. .
Example: '"No, you can't do that." ( W71

7. Teacher behavior: Reads another' s remark as a

—. derogatory statement—about self. Exampje: -Student
" says, "Are there any other theories about...?" |

Teacher responds, "What's wrong with this theory?" .73

8. Teacher behavior: Rejects student expression of feel- e
ing. Example: 'You shouldn't feel that way." . .76

9. Teacher behavior: Persists in adVocacing'aq‘idea in
the .face of contrary evidence. Example: '"Despite that,
I still think I'm right." : - .82

10, Teacher behavior. Cemplains. Example: "That's not )
. fair." X . . ) .78 .

11. Teacher behavior: Indicates that wyhat the pupil has
said is incorrect. E ample. "Tham's not right¢'™ .78

12. Teacher behavior: Discourages pupil ideas. Example. - CoLT
" don't think we ought to pursue*that. .17

- point of view.

Example: !

Iry 'to see it my way."

14,

Teacher beﬁavior:

.

.61

.

Name-calls. Example. "Dummy ! "'

4




are to _be anonymous, SO PLEASE DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME. . Mark all answers
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- APPENDIX A '
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- L PR * . t
... INDEX OPSTEACHER'S AFFECTIVE CO\MU\JICATION' '

FOURTEEN- ITEW SHORT FORM

<

A :\I 3
Instructor being evaluated _ . Sé:::on “\\\\

The results of- this duestionalye prov1de data in evalua ing teaching.

»
Please try to be as honest and precise as possible. TheSe evaluations

on the questjennaire itself. ’ "

, & S
~ . . K =
-‘!

-Sample item

’tr
Teacher behavior: . Asks for reports .
" For example: "Why don't-you fejl us your eiseriences with that?"
Squnds very much o Sounds very much
[ ———— —— pp—— IS -
unlike my teacher , . - like my teacher . -
L d v, .
. 3 . - 2 ‘ . . ’;‘ ' . i
- - K J
1f the item above sounded very much like something your teacher weuld
say, then ypu ‘would put #n X in the space closest to sounds very mu}h -
-
like my teacher."” ' If the example above sounded very much unlike some-
thing you teacler would say,‘then yeu would put an X in the space closest. . .
to sounds very much unlike my teacHer." As you. Tespond to the items/’ . )
on the next pages use the’ intermediate blanks on the scales to mean . ’
h
the following:« ~
' - 0 1
.. -~ )
sounds very - d sounds very ’ v
much unlike A much like ‘L
my teacher e a cw* 5o @ ' o ,. 'my teacher
' S5 e 50 o0 He @ - w
N EhoBE: "R O8O sa g /’"-(
" ~o xg k= o B N £ -
, . P ) oz =5 0 = 1 |
. e B B ] , '
» . ~ L3 . " s 4 )
’ © . : . -
(1} - 9
- €
= ] .
‘~ v
" . ; ’ ‘ e
. “ -
\ - -\‘ .,
la - . . .
18 ”, .
} . ‘
. . .
” 1 4 ~ s . . '
—_— n '} { . 3
¥ ¢ - 4
’ o L) » » -, .




1. Teacher behavigor: Prescribes certain actions: For example:
. ."That's not allowed in here."

. .,
. - ‘. ®

. L. Sounds very : - . , Sounds very
. » much unlik ' ; much like .. '
. ‘omy tgac}eg ' ' s - my teacher -
- \e ’ ‘r Y
~ 2. Teacher¥ehavior: Discourages pupil expression of feeling.
For example: '"Don't bring your personal experiences into
( the classroom discussion." -
N ’ N . » 7 , ¢
Sounds very 2 Sogunds very . v
~ much unlike s o~ much like .
my teacher . ~ ) . my teacher / i
. 3.  Teacher behavior: Student behavior is condemned. For example:
"That is absolutely awful.™ . N
) B B \
Sounds very L . . Sounds very ~
much unlike ¢ - \"/; much like :
my teachersa \ . . «. my teacher

Teacher behavior: Rejects student planning. TFor example:® "I

don't want to do that this term." '/\) N s

- LY 4 >
Seunds very . . " Sounds very ’,
much unlike ‘ : . much .like -

my teacher - C VAR vV my teacher v\[ .
. ) - .

N

. . 3. Teacher behavibr: Criticizes pupil ideas. For example: "I .
. £ind several flaws in your rea$oning.". , ~
-1 ’ * ‘ ‘ hdd ‘ .. . N .
N Sounds very . S - . Sounds very P
much unlike ) ‘ much-1tke o
, . . my teacher ) . - ' my teacher . .,
. . . . ' . .
e - . . . 2
.6. Tedcher behavior: Answers "mo"-to a direct request. For- example:
"No, you can't do that." - ° .
. . c . ~ T . . )
O Y . . - . v . N /
Sounds very —~ . Sounds very - - :
.. much unlike . ) s, much like )
my teacher C. ’ - . my teacher . .
. . " s P P . , B
N 7. ., Teacher behavior: Reads another's repark as -a deregatot‘y . L
‘ statement, aboutegelf. For exa#ple: ?tzuaept: says,’ UAre there: "
. any other theoriés about . . .7" Teacher respoads, "What's : ]
. wrong with this theory?" ' A N
’ ) - . . . ,
' T Sounds very : . ! Sounds very ‘
” . » much unidke: ' : : much 1iké
/ ¢ my teacher ’ . . T my - teacher

ERIC. - | | -
@. . : /’i ‘ . ) !

y)




g

A ( v ' a 'J. /.) ) )
8. Teacher behavior: Rejects'student expression of feeling. For
example: "%/shouldn't: feel that way." ) 4
Spunds very ' Sounds vefy = ',
much unlike v v ' much like
my teacher ' R my teacher .
) 9. Tedcher behavior: Persists in advocating an idea in the face™
N : of contrary evidence. For example: "In spite of that, I still
'ﬁ think I'm right." ) ’ .
Sounds very - . / Sound)s very )
, much unlike . C. much 1ike
WY teacher y my teacher
.~ 10.. Teacher behavior: ‘Complains. For example: '"That's not fair."
Sounds very : Soupds very
much unlike N much;like
. my teacher - - & my téacher
. M L4
- LI \’/ L
11. Teacher behavior: Indicates that what the pupil has said is - et
. incorrect. For example: "That's fiot right." ‘
. Sounds very - T o ' - Sounds very
much unlike s ’ much like
my teagher -, e - my teacher ) )
ot . . ‘ \n . :
: 12. Teacher behavior: Discourages pupil ideas. For example: "I
¢ don't think we dyght to pursue that." 5 . ‘ ~
, Sounds very - ' e L Sounds very ‘ '
much unlike ' - xS - much 1lik& .
) . my teacher N ' > s my teacher - .
. . {2
}.3\ Teacher behavior: Encourages student ‘to -accept teacher's point
, .of yiew, TFor example: "Txy to see it my way." . . L
- - . N
Sounds very® Sounds very »
'much unlike much’ 1ike ot
my teacher i my teacher , )
) ] ' ' e ey ’
[ t
‘ % Teacher behavior: name-calls. For example: "Dummy!" . = { d
. - . - t o
. Sounds very, ) . _Sounds very . g
_ = ‘much unlike e puch LiKe ‘
. R my teacher . my teacher -
;% ) .. p .
e - N "_
A o . .- ! ; . d . =
- , \ [ -
4 . ) \ oo __.___,'




